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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to the amendment filed on 2 October 2006. Claims 1-25 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cook et al. 
(US Patent No. 5,513,365) in view Herrod (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0065784). 

As per claim 1, Cook et al. teaches the claimed invention comprising: 

A computer-readable medium (Fig. 3 -Memory, 530) having stored thereon an 
instruction set to be executed, the instruction set, when executed by a processor, causes the 
processor to perform a computer method (col 3, lines 30-32) of: 

receiving an input/output (I/O) request formatted in accordance with an application 
programming interface (API) (Fig. 4; and col. 3, lines 47-57); 

generating an I/O request formatted in accordance with an adapter interface layer (ref. no. 
700 of Fig. 4)\ and submitting the generated I/O request to the adapter interface layer submitting 
the generated I/O request to the adapter interface layer (Fig. 4; and col. 3, lines 58-63). 

Cook et al. does not teach that the input/output request is formatted with an application- 
programming interface unavailable on the computer system. Specifically, Cook et al. teach a 
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computer-readable medium storing instructions executable by a processor capable of processing 
an I/O request in accordance with an API and an adapter interface layer. However, Cook et al. 
does not teach the API is not available on the computer system. 

Herrod teaches another method of formatting an input/output request based in accordance 
with an application-programming interface not available on the computer system. Herrod teaches 
the claimed invention comprising receiving an input/output (I/O) request formatted in 
accordance with an application-programming interface unavailable on the computer system 
(Paragraph [0021 J), In summary, Herrod teaches that when an input/output request is received 
in an API format unavailable on the computer. Herrod also teaches that the API handles the 
request using the available emulators in order for the request to be processed. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of 
Cook et al. and Herrod because they both teach methods of processing an input/output request in 
accordance with the application programming interface and adapter interface layer. Herrod 
teaches the deficiency of Cook et al. by teaching that the input/output request is formatted in 
accordance with an API unavailable on the computer system. 

As per claim 4 y Cook teaches the computer-readable medium according to Claim 1 , 
wherein the I/O request is generated according to a pass-through interface of an operating 
system, and submitting the generated I/O request to the pass-through interface (col 3, lines 57- 
57). 

As per claim 7, Cook et al. teaches the computer-readable medium according to Claim 1, 
wherein submitting the generated I/O request further comprises conveying the generated I/O 
request to a host adapter (Fig. 4 - Display Adapter). 
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As per claim 9, Cook teaches the computer-readable medium according to Claim 1, 
wherein the instruction set, when executed by the processor, further causes the processor to 
perform the computer method of: 

receiving a return data set formatted in accordance with the adapter interface layer, and 
translating the return data set into a format compatible with the application programming 
interface (col 3, lines 51-63). 

As per claim 10, Cook teaches the computer-readable medium according to Claim 1 , 
wherein the translated return data set is conveyed to a client application that generated the 
received I/O request (Fig. 4-600/ 605 / 610). 

As per claims 11 - 15, they are directed to a method for processing the I/O request in 
accordance to a processor executing instructions stored on a computer-readable medium as set 
forth in claims 1, 7, 9, and 10 above. Since Cook et al. and Herrod teaches the claimed processor 
which executes instructions to perform a method of an processing I/O request, Cook et al. and 
Herrod also teaches the claimed method for processing the I/O request in a computer system. A 
translation layer would inherently be required to convert one set of code to another when 
communicating between interfaces. 

As per claims 16 - 22, they are directed to a computer system for processing the I/O 
request in accordance to a processor executing instructions stored on a computer-readable 
medium as set forth in Claims 1, 3, 7, 9, and 10 above. Since Cook et al. and Herrod teaches the 
claimed processor which executes instructions to perform a method of processing an I/O request, 
Cook et al. and Herrod also teaches the claimed computer system for processing the I/O request 
in a computer system. 
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As per claim 23, it is directed to a method for processing the I/O request in accordance to 
a processor executing instructions stored on a computer-readable medium as set forth in Claims 1 
above. Since Cook et al. and Herrod teaches the claimed processor which executes instructions 
to perform a method of processing an I/O request, Cook et al. and Herrod also teaches the 
method for processing the I/O request in a computer system. 

Claims 2, 3, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cook 
et al. and Herrod, and further in view of Housel, III (U.S. Patent No. 5,339,421). 

As per claim 2, Cook et al. and Herrod teaches the computer-readable medium as applied 
to Claim 1 above, however, Cook et al. and Herrod does not teach wherein generating the I/O 
request further comprises parsing one or more field values from a data structure referenced by 
the received input/output request and inserting the parsed field values into respective fields of a 
data structure. Specifically, Cook et al. and Herrod teaches a computer-readable medium storing 
instructions executable by a processor capable of processing an I/O request in accordance with 
an API and an adapter interface layer. Cook et al. and Herrod fails to teach that generating the 
I/O request requires parsing of values from a data structure and inserting the parsed values into 
respective fields of a data structure. 

Housel, III teach a computer-readable medium (memory) storing instructions executable 
by a processor to perform a method of parsing values from a data structure in accordance with an 
API (Fig. 21; col 24, lines 2-6; and col 9, lines 50-52). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that once the values have been parsed, they would be inserted into fields 
of a data structure. 



Application/Control Number: 10/609,395 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2115 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Cook et al., Herrod and Housel because they both teach a computer-readable medium storing 
instructions executable by a processor to perform a computer method in accordance with an API. 
House's teaching of data structure allows values in the data structure to be parsed and inserted 
into respective fields. 

As per claim J, Cook et al, Herrod and Housel teach parsing and inserting of data 
structure values as applied to claim 2 above. Since a request block data structure comprises a 
data structure for issuing commands to a peripheral device and Cook discloses use of peripheral 
devices (Fig. 3), Cook et al, Herrod and Housel teach the computer-readable medium of claim 3 
wherein the data structure is a request block data structure. 

As per Claim 24, it is directed to a method for processing the I/O request in accordance to 
a processor executing instructions stored on a computer-readable medium as set forth in claims 2 
above. Since Cook et al, Herrod and Housel teaches the claimed processor which executes 
instructions to perform a method of processing an I/O request, Cook et al, Herrod and Housel 
also teaches the method for processing the I/O request in a computer system. 

Claims 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cook et al.and 
Herrod as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Baker et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,442,789). 

As per claim 5, Cook et al. and Herrod teaches the computer-readable medium as applied 
to claim 1 above, however, does not teach that the processor further identifies a command type of 
the received I/O request, and having a command type corresponding to the identified command 
type. Specifically, Cook et al. and Herrod teaches a processor capable of processing an I/O 
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request in accordance with an API. Cook et al. and Herrod fails to teach the processor 
performing a method of identifying a command type of the received I/O request. 

Baker et al. teaches a processor capable of processing an I/O request in accordance with 
an API (col. 25, lines 42) wherein the processor identifies a command type of the received I/O 
request (col 25, lines 62-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Cook et al., Herrod, and Baker because they both teach a processor capable of processing an I/O 
request in accordance with an API. Baker's disclosure further teaches a processor, in accordance 
with an API, can identify command types. 

As per claim 6, Cook et al., Herrod, and Baker teach the claimed computer-readable 
medium as applied to claims 2 and 5 above. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cook et al. and 
Herrod in view of what is commonly known in the art. 

As per claim 8, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the 
computer-readable medium according to claim 7 comprises conveying the generated I/O request 
to a small computer system interface (SCSI) host adapter. This would have been obvious 
because a SCSI adapter is a standard interface and command set for transferring data between 
devices (Cook- Figs. 3 and 4) on both internal and external busses. 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cook et al. and 
Herrod as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Goshey et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,327,613). 
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As per claim 25, Cook et al. and Herrod teaches the method of Claim 23 as applied to 
claim 23 above, however, does not teach receiving an I/O request formatted in accordance with 
an advanced small computer system interface (SCSI) programming interface (ASPI), the ASPI 
format unsupported by the operating system of the computer system. Specifically, Cook et al. 
and Herrod teaches a method for processing I/O requests in accordance with an API. Cook fails 
to teach the use of an ASPI. 

Goshey et al. (hereinafter, referred to as "Goshey") teaches a method of receiving an I/O 
request formatted in accordance with an advanced small computer system interface (SCSI) 
programming interface (ASPI), the ASPI format unsupported by the operating system of the 
computer system (col 8 t lines 41-44; and col 13, lines 38-42). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Cook et al., Herrod, and Goshey because they both teach a method of processing I/O requests in 
accordance with an API. Goshey' s teaching of an ASPI would allow processing of I/O requests 
despite being unsupported by the operating system of the computer system. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicants arguments with respect to claims 1-25 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sean Weinman whose phone number is (571) 272-2744. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Lee can be reached on (571) 272-3667. The fax number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Sean Weinman 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 15 
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